REMARKS 

In accordance with the foregoing, claims 1 , 24 and 47 have been amended. No new 
matter is being presented, and approval and entry are respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 4-6, 8-24, 27-29 and 31-48 are currently pending and under consideration. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Applicants request entry of this Rule 116 Response and Request for Reconsideration 
because claim 48 has been canceled, thereby at least reducing the issues for appeal, and it is 
believed that the amendment of claims 1 , 24 and 47 puts this application into condition for 
allowance as suggested by the Examiner; 

Item 3, on page 2 of the March 19, 2007 Office Action, rejected all pending claims under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by HuffetaL (International Publication WO 99/57625). 
As stated in the Amendment filed December 11, 2006, claim 1 recites "an information collection 
unit ... such that the information is collected through an attack caused by induction through 
a vulnerability manifested in a decoy server" (claim 1, lines 15-18, emphasis added). The March 
19, 2007 Office Action simply cited "3 failed login attempts" as anticipating this feature of claim 1. 
There was no evidence cited or found in Huff et al. that "3 failed login attempt" was "an attack 
caused by induction through a vulnerability manifested in a decoy server" as recited in claim 1. 
Furthermore, nothing in Huff et al. teaches or suggests a "vulnerability manifested in a decoy 
server" as recited in claim 1 . Therefore it is submitted that claim 1 , as well as claims 4-6 and 8- 
23 which depend therefrom, are patentably distinguishable over Huff et al. 

Independent claim 24 recites "collecting information ... such that the information is 
collected through an attack caused by induction" at lines 10-12. It is submitted, for the reasons 
discussed above, that claim 24, as well as claims 27-29 and 31-46, are patentably 
distinguishable over the Huff et al. 

Independent claim 47 recites "collecting information ... such that the information is 
collected through an attack caused by induction" at lines 10-12. It is submitted, for the reasons 
discussed above, that claim 47 is patentably distinguishable over the Huff et al. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that each of the claims patentably 
distinguishes over the prior art, and therefore, defines allowable subject matter. A prompt and 
favorable reconsideration of the rejection along with an indication of allowability of all pending 
claims are therefore respectfully requested. 
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If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 1 9-3935. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STAAS & HALSEY LLP 



Date: 7 



By: 




David E. Moore 
Registration No. 59,047 



1201 New York Avenue, NW, 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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